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1. Executive Summary  
 

During the past 17 years, there have been pronounced improvements in child day care in New 
York State.  One factor driving these developments was passage of The Quality Child Care and 
Protection Act of 2000, which strengthened requirements for inspection, training and criminal 
history checks for prospective child care providers.  Another factor was the statewide 
implementation in 2001 of the Child Care Facility System (CCFS) ï New York Stateôs database 
of record for regulated child care.  Ultimately, however, many of the improvements now in place 
owe their existence to Chapter 750 of the Laws of 1990, which enabled all the changes by 
mandating a new system of registration for family day care (FDC) and school-age child care 
(SACC) programs in New York State, akin to the system already in place at the time for 
licensing day care centers (DCC) and group family day care (GFDC) programs.  Chapter 750 
also required the following annual reporting on the new system's ñimplementationò ï the focus of 
this report: 
 

1. The number and types of child care providers registered and licensed, 
2. The number and types of orientation sessions offered, 
3. The number and types of complaints received and a summary of 

responses to and resolution of the same. 
4. The number of registrants and applicants for licensing awaiting inspection or 

other administrative action. 
 
This latest review in the annual series of reports examines the year beginning April 1, 2016 and 
ending March 31, 2017, drawing comparisons to the preceding two years, based on data from 
CCFS.  This report ï like all reports since that for 2011 ï 2012 ï focuses on both registered 
programs (FDC and SACC facilities) and licensed programs (DCC and GFDC facilities) in order 
to satisfy both the mandated reporting requirement under Chapter 750 (limited to registered 
programs) and the need for a complete and useful overview of the entire universe of regulated 
child care providers in New York State.1  Notably, the expansion to include all modalities of care 
makes the report series more useful in the future for internal monitoring efforts by the Division of 
Child Care Servicesô (DCCS) regional offices (charged with both licensing and registration 
services in many areas of the state)2 in comparison with the prior registration-only focus.   
 
Because the topic of orientation under Chapter 750 ceased being a prerequisite for registration 
beginning in 2001,3 all recent reports in the series have modified the original reporting charge 
under the law by adding content on the closely-related process of handling applications for 
registration or licensure.  In addition, since the requirement of pre-application orientations was 
recently reinstated for family-based (FDC and GFDC in 2014) and center-based (DCC and 
SACC in 2015) settings, that topic is again appropriate for inclusion in the series, at least in a 
limited fashion, beginning with May 1, 2014 through March 31, 2017. 

 
1 Beginning with the 2011 ï 2012 report, the inclusion of licensed as well as registered providers rectified a problem 
in earlier reports, which presented only a partial snapshot of New Yorkôs regulated child care universe that was 
occasionally at odds with developments among other kinds of child care providers not subject to the reporting 
mandate.  For example, see n. 1 in the 2010 ï 2011 report (Report to the Governor and Legislature on Family Day 
Care and School Age Child Care Registration: April 1, 2010 ï March 31, 2011 [OCFS, Division of Child Care Services 
(DCCS), 2012]) on the contradictory trends among FDC and GFDC providers not addressed in the review. 
2 Throughout this review, DCCSôs seven regions, which are named for the location of the DCCS regional offices, are 
referred to either by those names, for clarity, or by abbreviation, as described in detail in note 82 (p. 36); however, 
referenced, all designations should be understood as relating to those wider regions, not the named places cited. 
3 See the discussion under Introduction and Background, p. 1, below.  
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While the inclusion of both licensed and registered providers suggests easy comparisons 
between the two major sectors of New Yorkôs regulated child care system, such comparisons 
would be deceptive if used to make performance judgments about the respective staff charged 
with handling the regulation of registered and licensed providers.  Absent information on the 
many distinctions among regulators responsible for different categories of providers across the 
state ï e.g., number, training and responsibilities of staff, or other issues, all unavailable for 
these annual reviews ï each reportôs many comparisons juxtaposing registered and licensed 
programs are best treated only as descriptive differences.4 
 
Throughout this report, we refer to the seven OCFS regional offices, which are abbreviated as 
follows: ARO (Albany), BRO (Buffalo), LIRO (Long Island), NYCRO (New York City), RRO 
(Rochester), SRO (Syracuse) and SVRO (Spring Valley). It should also be noted that due to 
population size differences among the regions, NYC by itself is often compared against all other 
regions, which are collectively referred to as ñbalance of stateò. 
 
 
Number of Registered and Licensed Providers (page 6) 

¶ For the three years ending March 2017, the total number of registered providers 
statewide ï primarily FDC and SACC programs5 ï decreased each year.  There were 
year-to-year declines in FDC facilities both in New York City and the balance of state 
(ī15 percent year after year change in NYC, and ī8 percent to ī10 percent, per year, in 
the balance of state).  The SACC sector, in contrast, increased in New York City (1 
percent overall increase over the three-year period), but saw an overall decrease of ī5 
percent in the balance of state across the three-year period.  [Figures 2.1, 2.2.a; Table 
2.1] 

 

¶ Over the same period, the total number of licensed providers6 maintained the statewide 
decrease over the three-year period observed in prior reports, due mostly to losses in 
GFDC programs in both New York City and the balance of state, with only one region 
reporting gains (LIRO, 2 percent per year). DCC facilities outside of New York City 
reflected a fairly modest growth over the three-year period (< 1 percent to 1 percent 
gains over the entire period), with only two regions reporting loss (RRO: ī4 percent, 
SVRO: ī3 percent, over the three-year period).7  [Figures 2.1, 2.2.b, 2.5.a - b; Tables 
2.1, 2.2] 

 
4 See the section, Department Response to Complaints (beginning on pg. 17, below) for further discussion. 
5 Unless noted otherwise, a third type of registered provider also included in the reporting mandate in Chapter 750 of 
the Laws of 1990, small day care centers (SDCC), is also included in this and all prior reviewsô total calculations, but 
there are only a very small number of these programs statewide as confirmed again below.  Given the small numbers 
involved, that modality is not broken out separately in the reportôs Figures, but its effects on counts are broken out in 
certain tables.  Note, also, that counts here are based on providers ñever registeredò ï i.e., registered at any point 
during the respective intervals (See note 26, p. 6). 
6 Throughout this report, data presented for licensed programs excludes New York City DCC facilities, which by law 
are licensed by New York City and not subject to OCFSôs regulatory authority.  Thus, ñtotalò licensee counts 
presented represent only GFDC facilities in the case of New York City, but both DCC and GFDC programs for the 
balance of the state. 
7 All ñthree-yearò percentages cited in this report refer to the change between the first of the three years (beginning 
April 1, 2014) and the third ï the year beginning April 1, 2016.  The smaller licensee increases shown outside of New 
York City compared with New York City hold regardless of whether comparisons are restricted to GFDC programs 
(making the New York City and balance of state data strictly comparable) or based on ñtotalò counts that include DCC 
facilities (which would make the two areasô data less comparable). 
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Complaint Handling 

Volume and rate of complaints (page 11) 

¶ Compared with the prior year, the number of complaints received for all registered 
programs for the year beginning April 2016 decreased modestly statewide (ī4 percent). 
The number of complaints increased in SACC programs in New York City, but 
decreased for FDC (+22 percent and ī4 percent, respectively). In contrast, complaints in 
both programs decreased in the Balance of State (FDC: ī1 percent, SACC: ī11 
percent). All but two regions (SRO, SVRO) had decreases in FDC complaints, and the 
modest increase in SACC complaints that year were mostly due to NYC, followed by 
LIRO and ARO. While both modalities contributed to the yearôs reduction in complaints, 
FDC was the primary driver.  [Figures 3.1. ï 3.2.] 

 

¶ The number of complaints for licensed programs continued to increase as observed in 
previous years. For the year beginning April 2016, an overall change of +12 percent can 
be observed over the prior year. Both modalities (GFDC and DCC) contributed to the 
increase. The number of complaints received for licensed programs grew 14 percent in 
New York City and 11 percent in the balance of state.  [Figure 3.1., Table 3.4.b.] 

 

¶ As in every report since 2003 ï 2006, there was a disparity in the number of complaints 
made in and outside of New York City.  Over the three years ending March 31, 2017, 
ratios of complaints filed outside New York City compared to those filed within New York 
City were at least 4:1 each year for registered programs, and at least 3:1 each year for 
licensed programs.8  [Figure 3.1; Tables 3.4.a ï b] 
 

¶ Since complaint numbers are best compared in relation to the number of programs from 
which they are generated, standardized rates expressing the number of complaints per 
100 providers were calculated to facilitate regional comparisons, and confirmed the 
disparities noted. Standardized complaint rates (per 100 providers) were near or over 
three and a half times greater every year outside New York City than within it, for both, 
registered and licensed programs each year.  [Figure 3.3; Tables 3.4.a ï b] 

 
Timeliness of initiating and determining/closing complaints9 (page 17) 

¶ For registered programs, complaint investigations were almost always initiated on time 
during the three years ending March 2017.  New York City showed 98 percent - 99 
percent timeliness each year and the balance of state achieved 97 percent - 98 percent 
timeliness.  Success at determining and closing investigations on time for these 
programs was more varied during the three years ï ranging from 89 percent - 90 percent 
per year in New York City and from 88 percent - 92 percent per year outside New York 
City.  [Figures 3.9.a ï b] 

 

 
8 For licensed programs, this ratio dropped to 1.2:1 when limiting the comparison to GFDC programs (with statewide 
data available) rather than also including DCC information which was unavailable to the review for New York City 
(e.g., 793:635, Fig. 3.1, p. 12).   
9 See Background (under Complaints, p. 11) for details on complaint timeliness calculations for this review.  As 
discussed in Appendix A.3 (p. 44), the reviewôs measurements of timeliness in initiating and in determining / closing 
complaint investigations are conservative in the sense of somewhat understating timeliness of performance as 
compared with corresponding measurements from OCFSôs performance standards for registered programs.  In 
particular, the reportôs findings on timeliness of ñdetermination and closureò concern a wider range of agency activity 
than that assessed in OCFSôs measure relating to complaint determination, per se, due to CCFS limitations at the 
retrospective measurement required for the three-year data window employed in the review. 
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¶ For licensed programs, complaint investigations in New York City were routinely initiated 
on time (99 percent, consistently).  In the rest of the state, timeliness decreased from 90 
percent to 89 percent, and then increased to 93 percent over the three-year period.  
Timeliness in determining and closing such investigations was lower, but increased 
within New York City ï 92 percent to 93 percent, and did not change (81 percent) 
elsewhere over the year beginning April 2016.  [Figures 3.9.a ï b, 3.10.a ï b] 

 
 

Application Processing 

Number of initial applications received10 (page 25) 

¶ As part of Governor Cuomoôs initiatives to improve efficiency, in March of 2014, OCFS 
began a systematic effort to apply the principles of Lean ï a popular business 
methodology for analyzing, enhancing value and minimizing waste within business 
processes ï to evaluate the licensing process, with the goal of significantly reducing the 
time required to issue child care provider licenses.  As seen in this reportôs section on 
Applications, this effort has begun to show results in terms of reducing application-
processing times ï improvements that are expected to become even more apparent in 
upcoming reports as the Lean initiative continues.  (See Using the Reports, Revisited, 
page 36.) 
 

¶ The number of registration applications received during the year starting in April 2016 
declined in New York City within both modalities (FDC: ī9 percent, and SACC: ī17 
percent), while remaining almost unchanged in the balance of state due to modest 
increases and decreases for those modalities (<1 percent overall change).  The overall 
decline was driven by FDC and SACC trends within New York City (FDC: ī33 percent, 
and SACC: ī53 percent overall changes for the three-year period ending in March 
2017). For that same period, the balance of state showed an overall three-year period 
decline in FDC and SACC applications (ī14 percent, and ī19 percent overall change 
respectively). [Figure 4.1] 

 

¶ Total license applications remained almost unchanged for the year starting April 2016 in 
both New York City and the balance of state (<1 percent change in both). For the three-
year period ending in March 2017 we observe a decline only within New York City while 
remaining almost stable in the balance of state (ī22 percent, <1 percent, respectively).  
Modest increases and decreases within the modalities in all regions outside of New York 
City were responsible for the stableness of the trend. [Figure 4.1, 4.2b] 
 

Timeliness processing applications (page 28) 

¶ By the end of the triennium ending March 2017, the percentage of registration 
applications processed on time statewide improved to 97 percent (from 96 percent the 
prior year).  New York City remained unchanged in performance (98 percent) and the 
balance of state improved, especially in the final year of the period (from 94 percent to 
96 percent).  [Figures 4.3, 4.4] 
 

 
10 Counts here represent initial applications received and then resolved by DCCS during the respective years, not the 
far larger number requested by prospective providers (many of which DCCS never receives, subsequently). See 
Orientations and Requests for Applications (p. 20) for trend data on the latter, documenting how requests for family-
based applications declined sharply with the advent of an orientation requirement, effective May 1, 2014.  Or see 
Applications é Received, note 63 (p. 24) for a quick comparison of the scale of applications requested and received. 
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¶ Statewide, timeliness in processing license applications has significantly improved in 
comparison with past years (rising from 94 percent to 98 percent overall, which was 
even lower in previous reports).  In New York City, license applications were processed 
in a timely manner throughout the period (98 percent increasing to 99 percent the 
second year and back to 98 percent for the last year), while in the rest of the state, 
timeliness was lower in the first year (87 percent) but improved markedly and remained 
stable from the second to the last year (97 percent).  This may be the result of recent 
reforms intended to streamline the licensing process (See Using the Reports, below).  
[Figures 4.3, 4.4] 
 

 
 
ñ50 Percent Inspectionsò (page 33) 
Section 390 (4) (a) of Social Services Law requires annual inspections of at least 50 percent of 
all registered providers of each modality per county per calendar year. 
 

¶ There was a small change in the numbers reflected in this section of the current report 
when comparing to past reports. The change is more noticeable in New York City 
facilities and might be due to two main factors: changes in the definition of ñ50 percent 
inspectionsò within the database (previously labeled as mid-point inspections) and in the 
logic to count the inspections. Since this report uses the New York state fiscal year, 
rather than calendar year (April ï March vs. January ï December), the same provider 
might have had two countable ñ50 percent inspectionsò during the state fiscal year, 
which would not be possible during the calendar year. In the current yearôs report 
inspections are counted by inspection ID instead of facility ID (as had been done in prior 
year reports, thereby artificially lowering the 50 percent inspection counts in prior year 
reports).    
 

¶ Both New York City and the balance of state completed more of these inspections than 
required for the year beginning April 2016.  For each of the two preceding years, New 
York City exceeded its goal for such inspections by 38 percent or more, while the rest of 
the state exceeded the goal by 5 percent or more.  [Table 4.5] 

 

¶ For the year beginning April 2016, the percentage of ñ50 percent inspectionsò in which 
violations of applicable regulations were identified decreased slightly statewide (from 54 
percent to 53 percent).  Outside of New York City, the percentage of such inspections 
with violations increased from 37 percent to 38 percent), but decreased in New York 
City, from 68 percent to 66 percent.  Outside of New York City, the increase in such 
violations that year occurred in both FDC and SACC programs, while within New York 
City, the decrease in such violations was due to FDC programs (SACC remained 
unchanged).  [Table 4.5, Figure 4.8] 

 
 
Using the Reports 
 
Each report in this series documents important performance benchmarks regarding the volume 
and timeliness of key regulatory (registration and licensing) activities overseen by DCCS, as 
well as how the performance of those activities has changed over time. Slight differences 
between the numbers included in each report can be observed due to the nature of the live 
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databases, which change depending on the day the report was requested. Even though the 
differences may be observed from report to report, the analysis shouldnôt change in a significant 
manner as to invalidate the findings from past reports. By consolidating information for all 
modalities of care and all regions of the state, including programs regulated directly by New 
York State regional office personnel or state- or LDSS-contracted personnel, the reports 
document a record of pronounced improvements in regulatory practice as well as equally-
pronounced differences in that practice, over time and place (such as those documented for 
different regions in the report). Taken as a whole, the report series represents a significant new 
monitoring opportunity, allowing for the development of programmatic responses to such 
differences, once identified. 
 
In addition, continuing with last yearôs report, the series should be useful for tracking the 
progress of efforts already underway to make New York Stateôs child care licensing process 
more expeditious.   
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1. Introduction and Background 

 
a) Purpose and Focus of the Study 
 
Chapter 750 of the Laws of 1990 (SSL 390) established a new mandatory system of registration 
for family day care (FDC) and school-age child care (SACC) programs in New York State and 
coordinated that system with the one already in place for licensed day care center (DCC) and 
group family day care (GFDC) programs.  It replaced New Yorkôs patchwork registration system 
marked by varying rules and authorities for registration with a single consistent system more 
capable of exerting strong emphases on training, support services and the protection of 
children's health and safety.11  The legislation included the following reporting requirements: 
 

ñThe commissioner of social services shall prepare an annual report to the 
Governor and legislature on the implementation of this act.  Such report shall 
include information on  
 

1. the number and types of child care providers registered and licensed,  
2. the number and types of orientation sessions offered, 
3. the number and types of complaints received and a summary of the 

department's responses to and resolution of the same, and 
4. the number of registrants and applicants for licensing awaiting 

inspection or other administrative action.ò12 
 
This report covers the year April 1, 2016 ï March 31, 2017 and is a continuation of the series of 
registration reports previously submitted to comply with the above statutory requirement for the 
years through March 31, 2017.  Prior to the review for 2012 ï 2013, the reportsô focus was on 
registered (FDC and SACC) providers ï the segment of the day care universe to which the 
legislation applied a new registration mandate.  Like the last four reports, however, this one 
widens the focus by also including licensed (DCC and GFDC) providers in order to permit a 
more comprehensive overview of child care that should make this and future reports far more 
useful for management and policy purposes.13  In addition, while the focus is 2016 ï 2017, this 
study also offers extensive comparisons with the preceding two years to provide for comparison 
and perspective.  Each year is broken out separately in the analysis, consistent with the Law's 
annual reporting requirement. 
 
Because orientation ceased being a requirement for registration in early 2001, the present 
report, like its predecessors, includes detailed information on a closely related part of the 
regulatory process:  the timeliness with which applications for registration or licensure are 
handled.14  Since new regulations recently resumed the requirement of pre-application 
orientations for family-based (FDC, GFDC) settings, effective May 1, 2014, and effective June 1, 
2015 for center-based (DCC, SACC and SDCC) settings, this report also includes information 
on orientations, during the period from April 1, 2016 through March 31, 2017. 

 
11 Under the prior system, SACC programs operating relatively few hours were exempt from registration, while FDC 
programs were regulated through a confusing joint state-county system. 
12 McKinney's 1990 Session Laws of New York (West Publishing Co.), V. 1, pg. 1531.  Numbering added. 
13 See Background on Child Care Registration and Licensing, pg. 2, for an overview of different modalities of care 
and the corresponding regulatory frameworks. 
14 See earlier reports in this series (e.g., Report to the Governor and Legislature on Family Day Care and School Age 
Child Care Registration:  April 1, 2009 ï March 31, 2010 [DCCS, 2011], pp. 1-2) for the legislative context 
surrounding the discontinuation of orientation as a registration requirement for FDC and SACC programs, in early 
2001 as part of the Quality Child Care and Protection Act. 
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Following the Introduction, this review includes three major sections, corresponding to the 
legislative requirements above: 

a) Registered and Licensed Providers ï the number and types of child care providers 
registered and licensed; 

b) Complaints ï the number and types of complaints received and a summary of the 
department's responses to them; and 

c) Administrative Actions ï the number of orientations provided, applications received, 
applications processed and inspections completed. 

 
b) Background on Child Care Registration and Licensing 
 
In New York State, persons caring for fewer than three children within home settings are 
considered ñlicense-exemptò and are not subject to regulation on a regular basis.  When 
persons provide care for three or more children for more than three hours a day in a home 
setting, that care is regulated by the state and is categorized as either family day care (FDC ï 
up to eight children, depending on the ages of the children) or group family day care (GFDC ï 
up to 16 children, depending on the ages of the children).15  Programs in which children receive 
care outside of a home setting include day care centers (DCC ï seven or more children), small 
day care centers (SDCC ï three or more children) and school-age child care (SACC ï six or 
more school-age children receiving care during non-school hours, holidays or school vacations).  
Both DCC and GFDC programs are regulated by the state through a process known as 
licensing, while FDC, SACC and SDCC programs are regulated through the analogous process 
of registration. 
 
Whether through licensing or registration, regulation of child care providers in New York State 
entails a detailed array of activities, including application processing, background checks, safety 
and facility inspections, documentation of mandated and other training, and ongoing monitoring 
and supervision ï all aimed at protecting the health and safety of children in care by requiring 
that providers comply with minimum standards for care established in regulation (e.g., safety, 
sanitation, nutrition, prevention of child maltreatment).  For DCC and GFDC programs, New 
York State ï through  the Office of Children and Family Servicesô (OCFS) regional child care 
offices ï directly handles these licensing services outside of New York City, while the New York 
City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (NYC DOHMH) provides such services within 
New York City.16  For FDC and SACC programs, such registration services have been provided 
under one of several arrangements (which have shifted over time), depending on local 
department of social services (LDSS) preferences.  During the 14 years ending with the current 

 
15 Note that the requirements described in this paragraph apply only when children are unrelated to caregivers 
according to a standard specified in legislation.  In June 2010, Chapter 117 of the Laws of 2010 revised New York 
law to enable larger capacity limits for FDC and GFDC programs under limited circumstances when OCFS assesses 
individual programs to determine whether they are able to accommodate the specific number of children in care.  
After inspection and approval, FDC programs previously limited to caring for no more than two children under the age 
of two were permitted to care for more than two such children if at least one caregiver was available for each two 
children under that age who were in care.  GFDC programs previously limited to serving up to 14 total children, 
including up to four school-age children, were permitted to serve as many as 16 children, upon approval of such a 
change (following an inspection). 
16 Appendix A.1 (pg. 38) maps the seven regions of the Division of Child Care Services (DCCS) whose offices 
oversee the regulation of child care providers in New York State.  Six of these seven offices (all except the New York 
City office [NYCRO]), thus, are responsible for all DCC and GFDC licensing outside of New York City.  Within New 
York City, OCFS contracts with NYC DOHMH to license GFDC programs ï the only such arrangement statewide.  
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report period, New York Stateôs regional child care offices provided registration services directly 
to a sizable, relatively consistent number of counties (reaching 19) between 2011 and 2016 (20 
counties by 2017).17  During that same period, a dwindling number of LDSSs entered into 
Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with OCFS to provide registration services directly, 
falling from eight counties in 2003 to only one county (Clinton) by 2017.18  Simultaneously, a 
slowly growing number of LDSSs subcontracted with not-for-profit entities, primarily Child Care 
Resource and Referral (CCR&R) agencies, for the provision of registration services (rising from 
32 counties in 2003 to 36 counties by 2017).19  OCFS contracted with NYC DOHMH to provide 
registration services in New York City (five counties).20  Most recently, between 2010 and 2011, 
two additional counties previously serviced by New York State staff (Seneca, Yates) requested 
OCFS permission (and were approved) to provide registration services through subcontracting 
with their local CCR&R agency. By 2017 OCFS also directly contracted with CCR&Rs in the 
counties of Erie and Monroe, which account for a total of three direct contracts when counting 
the NYC DOHMH contract. Appendix A.1 maps and defines the seven DCCS regions, while 
Figure 1.1 documents the latest transitions referenced. 
 
One consequence of these different licensing and registration service arrangements has been a 
ñnatural experiment,ò in effect, made possible by DCCSôs implementation of performance-based 
contracting for some, but not all of this work, in an effort to improve the consistency of regulatory 
practice across the state.  That is, outside of New York City all licensing work and some 
registration work has remained a state regional office responsibility; in contrast, effective 
January 1, 2005, all contracts for the provision of registration services21 by non-state entities 
such as CCR&Rs, NYC DOHMH or LDSSs were converted into performance-based 
arrangements in an effort to maximize accountability and oversight by conditioning payments for 
services on localitiesô attainment of a variety of accepted standards in completing the work.22  
The fact that improvements in regulatory practices documented throughout this series of reports 
have typically coincided with these regional or modality-based contractual arrangements clearly 
suggests the effectiveness of the contracts in achieving improvements to practice. 
 
The transition to performance-based contracting probably contributed to the differences in 
performance seen between registration and licensing activity, as well as to disparities between 
registration activity in counties with performance-based contracts and other counties without the 
contracts.  Almost certainly, the shift to performance-based contracts improved oversight and 
the quality of regulation for segments of the child care universe, directly benefiting performance 
for those modalities of care and those locales affected.  But the adoption of performance-based 
contracting also may have contributed to variations in the extent of improvements in regulatory 
practice that have occurred with respect to registered and licensed care, and among counties 
and regions, during the years since.  One of the major benefits of this series of reports has been 
to document that such differences have actually occurred ï a crucial first step in developing any 
response to the variations in services observed.  

 
17 See Figure 1.1, p. 4, (dark blue hatch). 
18 Ibid. (light blue hatch). 
19 Ibid. (white hatch). 
20 Ibid. (black hatch).  See Appendix A.2 (p. 39) for maps documenting all of the changes cited. 
21 Alone among all the performance contracts in place, one exception is NYC DOHMHôs to provide licensing services 
for New York City GFDC facilities. 
22 In particular, contractors were required to use a common reporting system of record, described below, and DCCS 
developed a series of ñperformance standards,ò keyed to that reporting system, to enable rigorous, routine monitoring 
(on an as-needed, usually quarterly, basis) of all key registration activities by those performing the services. 
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Figure 1.1.  Changes in Registration Service Provider by County: 2011 ï 201723 
 

  

 
23 Registration service providers as of start of respective calendar years.  For both maps, one county (Oneida) served 
by a not-for-profit agency which was not a CCR&R agency is grouped under the ñCCR&Rò category displayed.  See 
Appendix A.2 (p. 39) for notes regarding corrections made to maps from earlier reports in this series and for full-page 
versions of selected maps documenting the changes discussed and other context (e.g., see 2011 ï 2016 map note, 
p. 42, regarding changes not reflected on map.) 
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c) Methodology and Data Sources 
 
To provide clear, replicable measurements addressing the specific reporting requirements 
discussed, this report relies primarily on quantitative data from the database of record for child 
care services in New York State ï the Child Care Facility System (CCFS). As a result, the report 
provides a clear perspective on any changes that occurred during the year beginning April 1, 
2016, in comparison with prior report periods.  Since CCFS does not include data on New York 
City DCC facilities, this report focuses on all registered providers statewide, and all licensed 
providers except New York City DCC programs, which are licensed by New York City and not 
subject to OCFSôs regulatory authority. 
 
For each topic reviewed, either new measures were created using CCFS data, or existing 
performance measures used to administer registration contracts were modified to satisfy the 
new reporting purposes while remaining as similar to the original registration contract standards 
as possible.  For example, the analysis of ñresponse to complaintsò in this report closely 
resembles the methodology used to assess the timeliness of complaint investigations in DCCSôs 
corresponding performance standard but also includes: a) all counties throughout the state, b) 
all regulated programs except New York City DCC facilities, and c) enhanced detail to facilitate 
regional comparisons, viz., standardized rates of complaints received.24   
 
For readersô reference, each chapter below provides an overview of any computational details 
pertinent to understanding the respective chapter findings.  Appendix A.3 (page 44) provides 
narrative descriptions of all such rules and calculations employed for measures featured 
throughout the report.  Appendix A.3 also provides further details on the respective chaptersô 
discussions of how measures presented in this report may vary from DCCSôs corresponding 
registration contract performance standards.  Finally, the Appendix also includes a complete 
complement of map figures that appear in or are cited in the report ï sized larger than in the 
body of the report for maximum detail, when appropriate. 
 
Given that CCFS is the database of record for child care in New York, this report relies on that 
data, but calls attention, where informative, to instances where variations in reporting (e.g., 
definitional and/or practice issues) may have influenced findings.25  The reportôs finding of fewer 
complaints reported for New York City than might be expected, based on its 40 to 50 percent 
share of the population of providers, is a primary example (See pages 12 - 14).

 
24 As in the prior reviews, this report calculates a one-year complaint rate relating the number of complaints in a year 
to the number of providers ever registered or licensed (as appropriate) during that year, with the measure expressed 
as the number of complaints ñper 100ò providers.  Aside from such refinements, the four major differences between 
measures presented here and DCCSôs existing ones are: a) the inclusion of all counties (rather than just those with 
performance contracts, as in the original measures); b) the inclusion of settings of any modality (except New York 
City DCC), also irrespective of whether performance-contracted; c) the focus on annual report periods here; and d) in 
some instances ï detailed in each chapter ï the reportôs retrospective measures differ unavoidably from the 
performance measure due to CCFS data limitations or other computational factors.  Readers should note that the 
combination of all of these factors makes certain results here look decidedly different from performance measures 
typically published by DCCS.  The performance indicator on complaint processing, e.g., runs within a few days of 
when complaints received in a given month are due to be processed, providing a localized, ópoint-in-timeô look at 
performance; in comparison with this reportôs broad retrospective year-by-year measures of complaint handling.  
Similarly, this report makes use of counts of providers ñeverò registered or licensed (i.e., at any point) during the 
report period, as distinguished from the point-in-time counts with which readers may be more familiar. 
25 For example, see the 2009 ï 2010 reportôs description of factors that influenced the completeness of reporting 
early in CCFSôs implementation.  Op cit., Methodology and Data Sources. 



 

New York State Office of Children and Family Services 6 

2. Registered and Licensed Providers26 
 

a) Overview 
 

¶ Overall, registered provider numbers continued to decline each year statewide (ranging 
from ī7 percent to ī8 percent per year, for a total 2014-17 decline of ī15 percent) 
reflecting: 

ü Consecutive annual FDC declines (ranging from ī11 percent to ī12 percent per 
year; 2014-17 change: ī21 percent). 

ü Modest SACC decrease (2014-17 change: ī2 percent). 

¶ Overall, Licensed provider numbers also decreased statewide (ī2 percent per year; 
2014-17 change: ī3 percent) reflecting: 

ü A decrease in GFDC of ī2 percent per year with a 2014-17 loss of 4 percent. 
ü Marginal DCC growth outside New York City (Ò 0.3 percent each year; 2014-17 

change: 1 percent). 
 

Figure 2.1 (below) summarizes the corresponding changes in numbers of providers 
registered or licensed at any time, by modality, for the three-year period, April 2014 - March 
2017. 
 
 

 

Figure 2.1 
Providers Registered or Licensed at Any Point During Reporting Period, 

by Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201627 

 
 
 

 

 
26 Unless noted otherwise, counts cited in this section represent programs ñeverò registered or licensed (i.e., at any 
point) during the respective years, as distinguished from so-called ópoint-in-timeô counts (e.g., as of the end of a year).  
Table 2.1 (p. 8) reports both types of counts, and as in the prior review, reveals fairly steady declines in FDC 
providers over time (e.g., compare the ñfirst dayò and ñlast dayò counts shown for individual years).  See Regional 
Detail, next page, for more point-in-time evidence. 
27 Licensed day care center (DCC) counts exclude New York City programs. 



Registered and Licensed Providers 

 

 

New York State Office of Children and Family Services 7 

One factor potentially contributing to the significant declines in registered providers but minor 
decreases in licensed programs was the appeal for registered FDC providers of transitioning to 
licensed GFDC programs to become eligible for the higher maximum child care subsidy rates 
for GFDC providers.28 However, effective June 1, 2016 maximum child care subsidy rates for 
GFDC and FDC providers became the same. This change combined what had previously been 
two distinct sets of rates for FDC and GFDC. The effects of this change in relation to provider 
number behaviors within the modalities is yet to be seen, but should be revisited over time.   
Another possible motivation for transitioning from the FDC to GFDC modality is that GFDC 
providers have a higher maximum capacity.  
 

b) Regional Detail 
 

¶ Registered provider numbers declined each year statewide, but this varied by modality: 
 

ü New York City, the balance of state, and all seven DCCS regions mirrored the 
statewide trend with consecutive year-to-year declines in total providers (ranging 
from ī9 percent to ī10 percent per year, ī6 percent to ī8 percent per year, and ī1 
percent to ī15 percent per year, respectively). (Fig. 2.2.a) 
 

ü New York City, the balance of state and all seven individual DCCS regions also had 
consecutive year-to-year declines in FDC numbers (ranging from ī15 percent per 
year, ī5 percent to ī13 percent per year, and ī5 percent to ī15 percent per year, 
respectively). 
 

ü SACC numbers, in contrast, varied among the regions of the balance of state 
(ranging from a 3 percent increase to a ī10 percent decrease), in New York City 
(ranging from a 2 percent increase to a ī3 percent decrease), and across DCCS 
regions (ranging from ī10 percent to 3 percent).   

 
 

 

Figure 2.2.a (below) displays the corresponding changes in registered providers underlying 
these trends for New York City and the balance of the state, as detailed in Table 2.1.  
Appendix A.4 documents the regional changes in registrants broken down by modality.29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
28 See earlier reports in this series for history and context on the opposing trends seen for FDC and GFDC provider 
numbers for some years now (e.g., Report to the Governor and Legislature on Family Day Care and School Age 
Child Care Registration:  April 1, 2003 ï March 31, 2006 [DCCS, 2009], pp. 8-9). 
29 See Figures 2.4.a ï b in Appendix A.4 (p. 48), respectively (summarizing data on all modalities from Table 2.2, p. 
50), for FDC and SACC trends discussed. 



Registered and Licensed Providers 

 

 

New York State Office of Children and Family Services 8 

 
 
 

Figure 2.2.a.  Providers Registered at Any Point During Reporting Period, 
by Major State Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201630 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Table 2.1.  Registered (FDC/SACC) & Licensed (DCC/GFDC) Providers, by Major Region & Modality: 
As of Any Point, As of the First Day and as of the Last Day, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201631 

Region 

Year 
Starting 
April 1,  

Any Point During Year  First Day Last Day 

FDC SACC DCC GFDC FDC SACC DCC GFDC FDC SACC DCC GFDC 

New 
York 
City 

2014 2,855 1,632 n/a 6,192 2,619 1,233 n/a 5,527 2,214 1,522 n/a 5,489 

2015 2,419 1,680 n/a 6,038 2,212 1,522 n/a 5,487 1,870 1,506 n/a 5,348 

2016 2,049 1,651 n/a 5,917 1,869 1,506 n/a 5,348 1,655 1,504 n/a 5,314 

Balance 
of 

State 

2014 3,760 1,424 2,147 3,382 3,336 1,300 1,999 3,039 3,007 1,277 2,003 2,964 

2015 3,391 1,368 2,154 3,319 3,006 1,278 2,001 2,963 2,790 1,265 2,032 2,924 

2016 3,125 1,357 2,170 3,232 2,790 1,265 2,033 2,924 2,648 1,283 2,065 2,911 

Total 

2014 6,615 3,056 2,147 9,574 5,955 2,533 1,999 8,566 5,221 2,799 2,003 8,453 

2015 5,810 3,048 2,154 9,357 5,218 2,800 2,001 8,450 4,660 2,771 2,032 8,272 

2016 5,174 3,008 2,170 9,149 4,659 2,771 2,033 8,272 4,303 2,787 2,065 8,225 

 

 

¶ For licensed providers, year-to-year statewide increases were fueled again by growth 
which was more prominent in certain DCCS regions and modalities than in others: 
 

ü LIRO showed successive GFDC gains (2 percent per year) while the other regions 
decreased (ranging from ī1 percent to ī8 percent three-year change, 2014 ï 17). 

 
30See Figure 2.1 note on a few SDCC programs' inclusion (and their locations) in registered "total" counts shown.  As 
a result, the latter used to exceed the sums of FDC and SACC counts shown at other locations (e.g., Table 2.1, p. 8, 
ñany pointò columns) for certain years and locations. 
31 Licensed provider numbers excluding day care center (DCC) programs in New York City. 
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ü Outside New York City, DCC facility numbers decreased marginally, mainly due to 
RRO and SVRO (both with a ī3 percent change for all three years). 

 

 
 

Figure 2.2.b (below) displays the corresponding changes in licensed providers underlying 
these trends for New York City and the balance of the state, as summarized in Table 2.1.  
Appendix A.4 documents the regional changes in licensees broken down by modality.32 

 
 

Figure 2.2.b.  Providers Licensed at Any Point During Reporting Period, 
by Major State Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201633 

 

 
 

¶ Another strategy for identifying regional trends is to evaluate intra-year changes in 
provider numbers using point-in-time measures (e.g., ñfirst day,ò ñlast dayò counts 
introduced above): 

 

ü Among registered programs, this revealed striking, continuous FDC declines for all 
regions but more variable SACC trends, increasing almost half the time (Fig. 2.3.a). 
 

ü Among licensed programs, this showed DCC and GFDC trends more randomized ï 
with growth and decline about equally likely, but gains generally larger for DCC 
programs (Fig. 2.3.b). 

 

Figures 2.3.a ï b (below) detail the percent change in registrant and licensee counts 
referenced, by region, from start to finish for each of the three years ending March 2017. 

 
 

 
32 See Figures 2.5.a ï b in Appendix A.4 (p. 49), respectively (summarizing data on all modalities from Table 2.2, p. 
50), for DCC and GFDC trends discussed. 
33 Excluding day care center (DCC) programs for New York City. 
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Figure 2.3.a.  Percent Change in Registered Providers From First Day to Last Day of 
Interval, by Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201634 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.3.b.  Percent Change in Licensed Providers35 From First Day to Last Day of 
Interval, by Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

 

 

 
34 Table 2.2 in Appendix A.4 (p. 50) details the regional provider counts summarized in Figures 2.3.a and 2.3.b.  Note 
that the rounding of percentages used in labels sometimes yields bars which appear distinct despite identical 
labeling. 
35 Day care center (DCC) counts excluding New York City programs. 
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3. Complaints 

 
a) Background 
 
In New York State, complaints about child care are received through a variety of channels by a 
variety of staff ranging from those in OCFSôs central and regional offices, to local or 
subcontracted staff responsible for registration services in particular localities,36 to individual 
child care program staff.  In every instance, complaints are required to be immediately entered 
into CCFS for appropriate handling.  OCFS categorizes complaints into three types, 
corresponding to their degree of seriousness:  non-emergency, serious or imminent danger.  
The classification of a complaint determines how quickly the corresponding investigation must 
be initiated, while each allegation included in a complaint must also be determined as either 
substantiated or unsubstantiated within 60 days of the date on which the complaint was 
received.37  As detailed in the Appendix, this reviewôs measurements of timeliness for initiating 
and determining investigations, under this framework, are conservative, slightly understating the 
timeliness of performance involved as compared with the corresponding OCFS performance 
standards for registered programs ï in large part, due to CCFS data limitations that constrain 
the type of retrospective measurements throughout this report series.38  Due to this limitation, 
for clarity, the reviewôs findings on timeliness of determination are labeled, ñdetermination and 
closure,ò to emphasize that they concern a wider range of agency activity (were findings 
determined, corrective action plans developed, and complaints closed, within 60 days?) than 
that involved in OCFSôs compliance monitoring of complaint determinations (were allegations 
substantiated or not within 60 days?). 
 
b) Volume, Rate and Characteristics of Complaints Received 
 

¶ Complaints for registered providers, overall, decreased modestly statewide (ī2 percent), 
for the year beginning April 2016, after an increase (20 percent) the prior year (Fig. 3.1): 
 

ü Reversing last yearôs trend, five DCCS regions (ARO, BRO, LIRO, NYCRO, 
RRO) shared in the 2015 ï 16 overall decrease (ranging from ī4 percent to ī19 
percent) while just two showed increases that year (SRO: 26 percent, SVRO: 6 
percent).  (Fig. 3.2). 

 

ü All but two DCCS regions (SRO, SVRO) showed decreases in FDC complaints 
for the 2015 ï 16 year contributing to that yearôs reduction in complaints.  (Fig. 
3.2). Similarly, only three regions (ARO, LIRO, NYCRO) showed increases in 
SACC complaints. 

 
36 See Background on Child Care Registration and Licensing, p. 2, for a discussion of the entities responsible for 
registration services in different locales. 
37 This review adopts the 60-day ñdeterminationò standard nominally used in the stateôs performance contracting for 
registered programs in order to emphasize a conservative, consistent frame of reference (anchored in practice) in the 
reportôs broader comparisons across modalities.  That standard, nonetheless, is best understood as a compromise 
that reconciles two 30-day standards which are technically now in effect but problematic to operationalize in practice 
as separate events ï one for ñdeterminationò in the sense discussed, and another for closure once a determination is 
made.  Given a window of as long as 15 days for initiating investigations, and allowances of as long as 30 days for 
implementation of corrective actions responding to a determination, neither determinations nor closures are reliably 
constrained to 30 days, each, prompting adoption of a conservative 60-day standard for completing ñat leastò 
determination, or both activities, as a more defensible and valid compromise measurement. 
38 Appendix A.3 details the specific time frames, definitions and situational factors that enter into measures for 
initiating and completing complaint investigations, as used in OCFS's performance standards and as implemented for 
the Response to Complaints section, below.  See p. 44, especially, for details on the (slight) understatement of 
timeliness in complaint processing in this review, and how this could impact the comparisons made. 
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¶ Complaints for licensed programs, on the other hand, continued increasing statewide 
(+12 percent) for the year beginning April 2016, after an increase (17 percent) the prior 
year (Fig. 3.1): 
 

 

ü Overall, all regions contributed to the increase (gains from 7 percent to 21 
percent) that year (Fig. 3.2). In New York City, GFDC programs had a 14 percent 
increase in complaints for the year starting in April 2016.  

 

ü Within the balance of state, DCC programs were mainly responsible for this 
increase, with five out of the six regions (ARO, BRO, LIRO, RRO, SVRO) having 
up to 3 times the percent increase when compared to GFDC programs (Fig. 3.2). 

 
 
 

Figures 3.1 - 3.2 (below) detail the numbers of complaints received for registered and 
licensed programs, by region and modality, underlying these trends for the three-year 
period. 

 
 

Figure 3.1 
Total Complaints Received for Registered or Licensed Providers,39 

by Major State Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 
 

 
 
 

¶ As in previous years, there were apparent disparities between complaint numbers 
received in and outside of New York City, relative to the two areasô sizes: 

 

ü For registered programs, ratios of complaints filed outside New York City, to 
those filed within New York City were near to or exceeded a ratio or 4:1 each of 
the three years beginning April 2014 (e.g., [84+965]: [ 113+127], Fig. 3.1). FDC 
programs are mainly responsible for this trend.  

 
39Total registered programs excluding a small number of SDCC facilities and total licensed programs excluding New 
York City DCC facilities. 
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ü For licensed programs, which are limited to GFDC programs with statewide data 
available, the ratios of complaints filed outside New York City to those filed within 
New York City were 1.2:1 to 1.3:1 (e.g.,793:635, Fig. 3.1).40 

 
 

Figure 3.2.  Total Complaints Received for Registered and Licensed Providers,41 

by Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 
 

 
 
 
Regional complaint counts are difficult to evaluate absent information on the numbers of 
programs to which they refer. Therefore, standardized rates expressing the number of 
complaints per 100 providers (registered or licensed, as appropriate) were calculated to provide 
more meaningful comparisons among geographic areas and time periods. This reinforces the 
evidence of disproportionate complaint activity by geographic area (Figure 3.3, below): 
 

¶ For registered programs, standardized rates outside New York City were near or greater 
than three times the New York City rates each year (i.e., 23:6). 

 

¶ For licensed programs excepting only New York City DCC facilities, standardized rates 
outside New York City were at least three times the New York City rates each year (i.e., 
37:11). 
 
 

 
40 See note 9, p. ix.  As noted above (n. 6, p. viii), the data on ñtotalò licensed programs presented throughout this 
report simply mirrors OCFSôs regulatory authority by including all such facilities except New York City DCC programs, 
which by law are licensed by New York City and not subject to OCFS regulation. 
41 Total registered programs excluding a small number of SDCC facilities; total licensed programs excluding New 
York City DCC facilities. 
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Figure 3.3 (below) details the standardized complaint rates referenced for the three-year 
period. 
 
 

      
        Figure 3.3.  Number of Complaints Per Year Per 100 Registered or Licensed  

Providers, by Major State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

 

 
¶ Apart from these differences between major areas of the state, there were also 

pronounced differences in rates among the seven DCCS regions: 
 

ü Compared with the balance of state rate for registered programs for the year 
beginning April 2016 (23 per 100 providers: Fig. 3.3, above), rates for DCCS regions 
outside New York City ranged from as low as 15 per 100 in (SVRO to 36 per 100 in 
SRO.  (Fig. 3.4) 

 

ü Compared with the balance of state rate for licensed programs for the year beginning 
April 2016 (37 per 100 providers: Fig. 3.3, above), rates for DCCS regions outside 
New York City ranged from 31 per 100 in LIRO to 48 per 100 in RRO.  (Fig. 3.4) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4 (below) details the standardized complaint rates for specific DCCS regions, 
underlying these trends. 42 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
42 For readersô utility, standardized complaint rates are also included in several tables focusing on other detail, later in 
this chapter, to facilitate geographic and time comparisons. 
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     Figure 3.4.  Number of Complaints Per Year Per 100 Registered or Licensed Providers, 
by State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

 

 
 
 
 
In addition to differences of scale between complaint reporting in New York City and the rest of 
the state, and among DCCS regions, there were also dramatic differences in the mix of severity 
levels reported for complaints received in different parts of the state. 
 

¶ New York City and the balance of the state differed consistently (with modality much less 
a factor) in ratings of complaintsô ñseriousnessò ï apparently reflecting rating protocol 
differences possible under the stateôs county-administered system43 rather than intrinsic 
disparities in complaint characteristics: 
 

ü New York City DOHMH classified between 93 percent and 97 percent of all 
complaints as involving ñimminent danger,ò compared with just one percent of 
complaints lodged elsewhere during each of the three years beginning April 
2014, leaving little room for modality or other factors to be influential. 

 

ü Complaints rated as ñseriousò represented between 78 percent and 85 percent of 
the respective yearsô complaints outside New York City ï including somewhat 
higher proportions for registered than for licensed programs ï but only three 
percent to five percent of all complaints within New York City.44 

 
 
 
 

 
43 See discussion in prior reports (e.g., Report to The Governor and Legislature on Family Day Care and School Age 
Child Care Registration:  April 1, 2012 ï March 31, 2013 [DCCS, 2014], p. 18, esp. n. 18). 
44 Table 3.1, below, Figures 3.5.a ï b, p. 52.  The rarity of ñnon-emergencyò complaintsô in New York City (less than 
twenty per year: Table 3.1) makes regional comparisons involving those complaints less informative. 
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Table 3.1 (below) summarizes the numbers of complaints, by initial severity ratings, 
underlying these trends in New York City and the balance of the state.45 
 

 

Table 3.1. Number of Complaints by Seriousness and Major State Region, 
 for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201646 

Region 

Year 
Starting 
April 1, 

Number of Complaints Percent of Total Complaints 
by Seriousness by Seriousness 

Total 
Non- 

Emergency Serious 
Imminent 
Danger 

Non- 
Emergency Serious 

Imminent 
Danger 

New 
York 
City 

2014 16 30 569 615 3% 5% 93% 

2015 11 41 754 806 1% 5% 94% 

2016 2 22 851 875 0% 3% 97% 

Balance 
of 

State 

2014 358 2,101 14 2,473 14% 85% 1% 

2015 420 2,375 52 2,847 15% 83% 2% 

2016 386 2,371 266 3,023 13% 78% 9% 

Total 

2014 374 2,131 583 3,088 12% 69% 19% 

2015 431 2,416 806 3,653 12% 66% 22% 

2016 388 2,393 1,117 3,898 10% 61% 29% 

 
 
 
New York City and the balance of the state also differed somewhat in their dispositions of 
investigations of complaints.   

¶ Overall, complaints in New York City are still somewhat less likely to be substantiated 
than those received elsewhere (ranging from 8 to 12 percentage points lower in each 
year). 

¶ Substantiation rates are shown within seriousness categories for New York City and the 
balance of the state. However, widely different sample sizes in the two areas limit the 
degree of confidence warranted for any finding of difference. 
  

 

 
 
 

 
45 See Appendix A.5 for additional details revealing only minor differences (compared with those discussed) in 
complaintsô reported severity by DCCS region outside New York City (Table 3.3, p. 51) and by modality within New 
York City and the balance of the state (Figures 3.5.a ï b, p. 52) 
46 Like past year summaries, this table is based on pooled complaints for all registered and licensed facilities except 
for a small number of SDCC programs statewide and DCC programs in New York City.  For example, total New York 
City n = 875 shown for 3rd year here = (113 + 127) + 635 as shown for New York City's 3rd year (FDC + SACC) and 
GFDC programs, respectively, in Figure 3.1 (left + right side). 
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Table 3.2 (below) documents the numbers of complaints by seriousness and disposition 
(unsubstantiated, substantiated, other47), by major state region, underlying these trends.48 

 

 
 

c) Department Response to Complaints 
 
Once a complaint is received, it is classified and investigated according to the time frames for 
initiating investigations set forth in statute (See Background, page 11).  Tables 3.4.a ï b (page 
55, Appendix A.6) document the number of complaints received for registered and licensed 
programs together with the timeliness of response to those complaints,49 and standardized rates 
of complaints (introduced above).  For maximum clarity, Figures 3.9.a ï b in this section 
highlight the data on timeliness of the departmentôs response in initiating, and in determining 
and closing investigations, respectively, for the three years beginning in April 2014. 
 
Before proceeding, the question of how to interpret any differences in timeliness in relation to 
different types of providers (registered versus licensed) or different geographic areasô activities 
with a given type of provider (e.g., FDC across DCCS regions) is critical to any appropriate use 
and understanding of this report seriesô data on timeliness. 

 
47 Various other dispositions (such as facility closings) typically accounted for only small numbers of complaints and 
were grouped together under ñOther.ò  For all tables, additionally, ñClosed, unsubstantiatedò and ñClosed, 
substantiatedò counts pool all relevant complaints showing such dispositions, as well (e.g., ñOpen, substantiatedò). 
48 See Appendix A.5 (p. 51) for figures illustrating Table 3.2ôs content:  Figures 3.6 ï 3.8, displaying the mix of 
dispositions reported for complaints, by major state region, separately by level of seriousness. 
49 As already noted, see Appendix A.3 (p. 44) for the specific timeframes for initiating and determining complaint 
investigations pertinent to each complaint category (non-emergency, etc.) used in all calculations in this section.  
Also, note that Tables 3.4.a ï b each group all complaints relating to registered or licensed providers, respectively 
(with calculations accounting for category of complaint), while the complaint rates shown are based on total providers 
registered or licensed, respectively, at any point during the respective years.  Readers will find provider numbers here 
corresponding to those shown under Registered and Licensed Providers (p. 6) and complaint counts as shown above 
in Volume é of Complaints Received (Table 3.1, p. 16, summing registered and licensed facilities). 

2014 63% 38% 0% 60% 23% 17% 62% 29% 9% 62% 29% 9%

2015 55% 36% 9% 56% 39% 5% 68% 25% 7% 67% 26% 7%

2016 50% 50% 0% 73% 27% 0% 71% 22% 7% 71% 23% 6%

Balance 2014 56% 38% 5% 59% 37% 4% 57% 29% 14% 59% 37% 4%

of 2015 62% 36% 2% 60% 36% 4% 58% 29% 13% 61% 36% 4%

State 2016 65% 33% 2% 61% 35% 4% 63% 28% 9% 61% 35% 4%

2014 57% 38% 5% 59% 37% 4% 62% 29% 9% 59% 35% 5%

2015 62% 36% 2% 60% 36% 4% 67% 25% 7% 62% 34% 4%

2016 65% 33% 2% 61% 35% 4% 69% 24% 7% 64% 32% 5%

Total

*Based on complaints for all registered and licensed providers except for DCC programs in New York City.

Other

Closed,

Unsubst.

Closed,

Subst. Other

New

York

City

Table 3.2.   Percent of Complaints by Seriousness and Major Disposition Category,

by Major State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016*

Region

Year 

Starting

April 1,

Seriousness of Complaints

Non-Emergency Serious Imminent Danger All Complaints

Closed,

Unsubst.

Closed,

Subst. Other

Closed,

Unsubst.

Closed,

Subst. Other

Closed,

Unsubst.

Closed,

Subst.
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Ostensibly, the report format juxtaposing information on different time periods, different 
geographies, and different regulatory classes of providers (licensed, registered) offers readers 
seemingly easy comparisons over time, place, and provider type ï comparisons not readily 
available previously.  While potentially useful, such comparisons could invite misinterpretation, 
absent a consideration of the context which is essential to evaluating what difference is actually 
being compared.  To cite a prime example, regional differences in staffing numbers can be 
stark, negating the ñall else equalò assumption normally implied.  Without the context essential 
for weighing the report seriesô many comparisons ï number, training and responsibilities of staff, 
or other issues which are unavailable to these annual reviews ï such contrasts are best treated 
neutrally, as descriptive differences, rather than as evidence of performance differences among 
alternative staffing groups (e.g., registrars operating under performance contracts versus 
licensors who are not).  Where state licensors also handle program registration in many 
counties and New York City registrars also handle licensing for GFDC programs, the differing 
expectations of staff make it inadvisable to draw conventional judgments about performance 
from comparisons of indicators applied to registered and licensed providers ï a point bearing 
attention throughout this review. 
 

 

¶ Complaint investigations were almost always initiated on time for registered providers 
during the three years beginning April 2014; for licensed providers, timeliness depended 
somewhat on geography: 
 

ü For registered programs, complaint investigations were initiated on time in nearly 
all cases, in both New York City (98 percent ï 99 percent each year) and the 
balance of state (97 percent ï 98 percent per year). The strong performance 
statewide left little room for variance with a couple of exceptions:  six of the 
DCCS regions met or exceeded a 97 percent timeliness standard for initiating the 
investigations during the last year of the period (except LIRO with a 93 percent). 
 

ü For licensed programs, complaint investigations were initiated on time in most 
cases, with the highest percentage timely in New York City (99 percent every 
year). Outside New York City, the reduced timeliness concealed greater regional 
differences, with four of six DCCS regions exceeding a 96 percent standard for 
initiations (ARO, BRO, LIRO, SRO) and two not matching that standard (RRO: 
93 percent, SVRO: 84 percent) for the year beginning April 2016. 

 

 
 

¶ Timeliness at determining and closing investigations during the three years lagged that 
of initiating investigations throughout the state and across different provider types, by 
modest, relatively consistent proportions (5 percent ï 11 percent): 
 

ü For registered providers, New York City met the 60-day standard 89 percent to 
92 percent of the time every year.  The balance of state achieved 88 percent ï 
92 percent levels each year ï the latter reflecting once again two DCCS regions 
meeting a 97 percent standard the last year (ARO: 97 percent, SVRO: 98 
percent), two exceeding or meeting a 92 percent (BRO, RRO), two dropping to 
high 80s (NYCRO: 89 percent, SRO: 87 percent) and one region, with a more 
modest achievement (LIRO: 78 percent). 
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ü For licensed providers, New York City met the timeliness standard 92 percent ï 
93 percent of the time each year, compared with a constant 81 percent level 
elsewhere.  Outside New York City, the weaker overall result signaled greater 
regional disparities, with only four regions reporting 81 percent ï 87 percent 
levels (ARO, BRO, LIRO, RRO) for the year beginning April 2016, one reporting 
79 percent (SVRO) and one showing a more modest result that year (SRO: 68 
percent). 
 

 
Figure 3.9.a (below) summarizes the timeliness initiating investigations for registered and 
licensed programs achieved by the two major areas of the state (See Appendix for results 
by DCCS region).50 

 
 

Figure 3.9.a.  Percent of Investigations Initiated On Time for Registered and  
Licensed Providers, by Major State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 
201651  

 

 
 
 
 
Figure 3.9.b (below) summarizes the timeliness of performance at determining and closing 
investigations for registered and licensed programs achieved by the two major areas of the 
state, as discussed. 52 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
50  See Appendix A.6 (especially Figures 3.10.a ï b, p. 56), for the detailed results on timeliness of response, by 
DCCS region, discussed here and immediately below. 
51 Tables 3.4.a ï b (p.55, ñTotalsò) detail the counts of complaints for registered and licensed providers, respectively, 
summarized in each bar in the left and right sides of Figures 3.9.a ï b. 
52 See ibid. for the results on timeliness of determinations/closures, by DCCS region, discussed. 
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Figure 3.9.b.  Percent of Investigations with Timely Determinations/Closures for 
Registered and Licensed Providers, by Major State Region, for Year Beginning:  

April 1, 2014 ï 2016 
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4. Administrative Actions Including Applications and Inspections 

 
a) Orientations and Requests for Applications 
 
Until relatively recently, the process of applying to operate a regulated child care facility in New 
York State began, simply, by requesting an application.  One month into the April 2014 ï March 
2015 report year, however, new regulations effective May 1, 2014 established a requirement 
that all family-based (FDC, GFDC) providers complete an orientation on child care prior to 
obtaining an application ï a requirement which previously applied to registered (FDC, SACC) 
providers until 2001.53  As if in response to the May regulatory change and maintaining a fairly 
steady trend through the upcoming years, requests for family-based provider applications 
showed an abrupt downturn the same month, declining by a half or more from levels typical 
during the year (April 2013 - April 2014) preceding the new mandate. (Figure 4) 
 

Figure 4.  Number of Applications for Registration or Licensure Requested, 
by Month and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2013 ï 201554 

 

 
 
 
Since orientations are now a focus of this report, and took effect simultaneously with the decline 
in family-based provider application requests, data on orientation activity conducted from May 
2014 through March 2017 were reviewed both for purposes of describing the additional services 
now being rendered and to explore possible explanation(s) the data might suggest for the 
downturn in application requests seen. Effective June 1, 2015, the same orientation requirement 
was extended to prospective center-based (DCC, SACC, SDCC) applications. 
 

 
53  See note 14, p. 1, above, regarding earlier reportsô discussion of the discontinuance of orientation as a registration 
requirement for FDC and SACC programs early in 2001 as part of the Quality Child Care and Protection Act.    
Although not required to complete orientations to obtain center-based applications prior to that point, some of those 
oriented during the period examined here went on to request such applications. 
54 Applications requested, not the far smaller number received by DCCS and generally focused on in this report 
beginning in part (b), below (p. 24).  See Table 4.6 in Appendix A.7 (p. 59) for data source and detailed data 
summarized here as well as information on SDCC application requests presented in Figure 4 (removed in other parts 
of the report due to miniscule sample sizes, ranging from 0-4 for the first year shown and only one for the last two 
years shown).  Note that the brief surge in SACC application requests seen for June of 2014 corresponds exactly to 
the award period of a major Mayoral initiative to increase SACC programs in New York City that summer. 
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¶ Orientations were conducted in two venues ï online and in-person55 ï but the latter 
accounted for only a small share of all orientations completed during the 12 months from 
April 2016 through March 2017: 
 

ü The exact number of online orientations completed during the period was 
undocumented, for reasons of website design choices;56 the number of 
orientations leading to application requests, however, averaged about 655 
monthly, statewide (about 6,904 in total), corresponding to roughly similar 
numbers of FDC/GFDC application requests, and persons-oriented totals, during 
the period.  (Tables 4.157 and 4.2, respectively) 

 

ü In-person orientations conducted during the period, in contrast and similar to the 
previous year, were received by approximately 550 prospective child care 
providers in total ï roughly eight percent of the online numbers ï based on a 
survey of CCR&Rs offering the service.58Although we observed lower numbers of 
actual in-person orientations than those performed online, at least one CCR&R 
claimed that over the two-year period ending in March 2017 they received over 
2,933 requests for start-up information but only had 212 actual participants 
during the same period. It is unknown if these requests led to actual applications 
(such as online service) or were completely abandoned by the requestors.   

 

¶ The sharp decline in application requests beginning in May 2014 is likely due to the fact 
that orientations educate potential applicants, so that they are more selective in both the 
number and type(s) of applications they request, compared with ñnovicesò.  

 

ü Prospective applicants who completed orientations59 during the April 2016 ï 
March 2017 period only rarely requested more than one type of application (i.e., 
for more than one modality of care); 92.3 percent requested just one type while 
less than eight percent requested more than one type.  Additionally, anecdotal 
evidence portrays application ñshoppingò as commonplace before the orientation 
mandate, which suggests that application strategies may have become more 
discriminating and better-informed, under the new requirement. (Table 4.1) 

 
55 Online orientations have been provided through a contract with the Professional Development Program (PDP) of 
Rockefeller College at the State University at Albany while in-person orientations relying on the same PDP-developed 
training material are provided as needed in particular localities, on an ad hoc basis, by CCR&Rs (Child Care 
Resource & Referral agencies) contracted to serve the respective areas. 
56 Reflecting a priority on activities leading to applications, above all else, the online orientation system tracks 
orientations only if participants completing an orientation also request an application, leaving any other orientations, 
even if nominally completed, uncounted. 
57 See Appendix A.7 (p. 59), as summarized in Figure 4; almost two more times as many family-based application 
requests (1,269 average, monthly) were made during the period (April 2013 ï April 2014) immediately preceding the 
new mandate (See previous reports for comparison).  
58 At the time of this writing, no formal procedures or requirement existed for CCR&R reporting of orientations 
provided to prospective providers requesting an in-person alternative to the predominant online mode of accessing 
orientations beginning in May 2014.  As a result, DCCSôs Child Care Resource Contract Unit made an informal ad 
hoc request for the information from the roughly thirty CCR&Rs contracted to serve different regions of the state.  
Approximately half of the organizations, including some representing New York City and some, the balance of the 
state, reported providing in-person orientations at some point since the May 2014 mandate took effect for prospective 
family-based providers.  In certain instances, some of the organizations reported tallies for broader and/or different 
time intervals than that in question, making the resulting conclusions, necessarily, estimates for the April 2015 ï 
March 2016-time period. 
59 Given note 56, all references such as this, here, should be understood as abbreviations ï denoting only those who 
also requested applications, subsequently. 



Administrative Actions (Applications and Inspections) 

 

 

New York State Office of Children and Family Services 23 

 
 

ü Those who completed orientations and requested multiple applications including 
at least one, for family-based care, typically focused any additional request(s) on 
another family-based modality rather than on center-based types of care.  In 
contrast, those requesting at least one application for center-based care (not yet 
mandated to complete orientations) showed a wider variety of choices, without 
clear ñfavoritesò as far as modality, when requesting additional applications.  
(Table 4.2)60 

 
 
 

Table 4.1.  Number of Unique Application Types Requested Per Person* 
for Prospective Providers Completing Online Orientations,61 

for Year Beginning: April 1, 2016 

Number of 
Application Types 

Number 
of Persons 

Percent 
of Persons 

1 6,374 92.3% 

2 472 6.8% 

3 48 0.7% 

4 7 0.1% 

5 3 0.0% 

Total 6,904 100.0% 

* See Appendix A.3 (p. 44) regarding source data.  Application ñtypesò refer to those 
relating to a specific modality of care.  Notably, the online orientation system not 
only allows individuals to request different types, but also more than one of a single 
type, of application (e.g., two FDC applications), once a specified time interval 
following an earlier request has elapsed.  In such instances, all data and 
calculations presented in this report reflect unduplicated results in order to 
accurately identify both the number and unique combinations of application types 
requested. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
60 For example, in Table 4.2, the rough parity of percentages shown in rows designating the additional application 
choices of those requesting DCC, SACC, or SDCC applications contrasts with the sharper distinctions (signaling 
clearer preferences) among those requesting family-based applications (FDC or GFDC rows). 
61 See note 59, p. 22. 
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Table 4.2.  Percent (number) of Application Requests, by Modality (Rows) Associated with 
Additional Requests for Applications of Specific Modalities (Columns) for Prospective 

Providers Completing Online Orientations,62 for Year Beginning: April 1, 2016 

Modality 

Modality of Additional Request(s) 

DCC FDC GFDC SACC SDCC 

DCC 
(n = 298) 

- 9% 
(26) 

11% 
(32) 

9% 
(26) 

9% 
(28) 

FDC 
(n = 2,523) 

1% 
(26) 

- 14% 
(357) 

2% 
(61) 

2% 
(42) 

GFDC 
(n = 2,932) 

1% 
(32) 

12% 
(357) 

- 3% 
(73) 

1% 
(29) 

SACC 
(n = 516) 

5% 
(26) 

12% 
(61) 

14% 
(73) 

- 3% 
(14) 

SDCC 
(n = 105) 

27% 
(28) 

40% 
(42) 

28% 
(29) 

13% 
(14) 

- 

   
b) Initial Applications for Registration or Licensure Received63 
 
Once an application to operate a regulated child care facility is received by DCCS, workers 
responsible for registration or licensing services in the county are expected to process and 
completely resolve the application within six months of receipt.  A wide array of requirements 
must be satisfied as part of this process, including but not limited to:  pre-registration facility 
safety inspections; clearing personnel on criminal background and other checks; arranging for 
mandatory training on health, safety and other issues, when appropriate; and providing 
applicants with all appropriate notifications regarding the status of their applications.  
Applications not resolved within this six-month time frame, where no applicant issue is involved, 
are considered to be ñnot timely.ò64 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
62 Ibid. 
63 This section reports on the response to applications received by DCCS, not the far larger universe of those 
requested by prospective providers (many of which DCCS never receives, subsequently) referenced in the preceding 
section on orientations.  For example, Tables 4.3.a ï b (beginning p. 30) show 2,858 applications received by DCCS 
(excluding New York City DCC facilities) for the fiscal year ending March 2017, while a standard CCFS report shows 
over 10,000 corresponding applications requested for the same period.  (See Appendix A.7, Table 4.6, p. 59, ñTotalò 
column sum = 10,920 for April 2016 through March 2017; see Appendix A.3, p. 44, on data sources.) 
64 As part of its quality assurance efforts, OCFS conducts quarterly samplings and reviews of registration services 
within each district to assess compliance with this and other standards for registration activities.  In districts with 
performance-based contracts, contractors not achieving 95 percent compliance with the six-month application 
standard face the prospect of financial penalties (partial withholding of contract monies) as a means of encouraging 
continued improvements in applications processing; similar incentivized reviews occur in relation to the other 
performance standards focused on complaint investigations, contract renewals, and ñ50 percent inspections.ò 
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1) Number of Applications 
 

¶ Applications for registration declined statewide each year throughout the three-year 
period, but this varied by geography and modality: 

 

ü The area outside New York City, did not contribute in great part to the statewide 
decline trend, presenting a decline from 2014-15 (ī15 percent), but staying virtually 
unchanged from 2015-16 (<1 percent) (Fig. 4.1).65  The trend in applications 
received varied widely across all six DCCS regions outside of New York City, as well 
as within the two modalities (FDC, SACC) (ranging from ī12 percent to ī17 percent 
over the three years).  (Fig. 4.2.a) 
 

ü New York City applications, in contrast decreased throughout the three-year period 
(2014-15: 36 percent, 2015-2016: 18 percent) with a cumulative reduction of:  ī45 
percent over the three years.  (Fig. 4.1) 
 

ü Six of the DCCS regionsô FDC applications declined over the three years (from ī1 
percent to ī32 percent) with only one region presenting a modest increase (ARO: 3 
percent). SACC applications were more varied, with two regions increasing (ARO, 
BRO), one staying unchanged (RRO) and the rest reflecting decreases over the 
same three-year period. Contrary to last year, SACC trends were the primary driver 
of the overall decline.  (Fig. 4.2.a). 

 
 

 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2.a (below) display the registration application counts by modality and by 
major state region and DCCS region, underlying these trends. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
65 Calculations are based on Table 4.3.a (p. 30: totals) or equivalently, Figure 4.1 (p. 26: summing modalities).  
Percentages refer to the change in application numbers between the implied ñbaseò year and the last year of the 
period involved; e.g., 45 percent represents New York Cityôs three-year decline from 986 to 541 total registration 
applications (in Table 4.3.a) or from 566 to 263 SACCs and 420 FDC to 278 FDCs (in Figure 4.1). 
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Figure 4.1.66  Number of Applications for Registration or Licensure Received, 
by Major State Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

 

Figure 4.2. a.67  Number of Applications for Registration Received, 
by Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

 

 
 

 
66 Summarizing application counts from Tables 4.3.a ï b (p. 30).  Total registration application counts in this section 
(on which some percentages are based) used to include small numbers of applications with ñsmall day care centerò 
reported for modality (n = 9, n = 5 and n = 5, respectively, for the three years here), which were not previously 
removed from the analyses since SDCC providers were included under the registration mandate laid out in Chapter 
750 of the Laws of 1990.  Starting with this report, due to such a small number of applications year after year, these 
small SDCC numbers were removed from these calculations and only minimally referenced in tables, figures or 
footnotes. This resolves the small discrepancies observed which were evident in past breakdowns by modality, where 
the sums of counts for a given year (e.g., 307 + 320 + 649 + 110 = 1,386 for year-three, left side of Figure 4.1) may 
be exceeded by the corresponding annual totals reported (e.g., 1,391 for year-three State Total, Table 4.3.a, p. 28 of 
last yearôs report). Counts for license applications throughout this section include GFDC programs, statewide, and 
DCC programs except in New York City.  Thus, information on ñlicensureò trends within New York City actually relates 
to the GFDC modality, only. 
67 Excluding a small number of SDCC facilities as documented in ibid. 
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¶ Applications for licensure stayed virtually unchanged statewide for the year ending in 
2017 when compared to the previous year. Although an overall decrease can be 
observed over the three-year period, it was less significant than for registration 
applications: 
 
 

ü New York Cityôs three-year decline was mainly due to the decrease observed 
through the first year (2014-15: ī21 percent). It remained virtually unchanged 
between the last two years (<ī1 percent). (Fig. 4.1). 
 

ü Outside of New York City, the number of applications for licensure decreased in 
three of the DCCS regions decreased over the (RRO, SRO, SVRO, ranging from 
ī5 percent to ī15 percent, and three DCCS regions increased (ARO, BRO, 
LIRO, gains ranging from 5 percent to 20 percent). (Fig. 4.2.b). 
 

ü Contrary to registration applications, modality was not associated with the overall 
decline in license applications. Those regions which reflected increases in GFDC 
applications (ARO, BRO, LIRO: ranging from 8 percent to 12 percent) also 
experienced increases in DCC applications (ranging from zero percent to 34 
percent) over the three-year period ending in March 2017. Similarly, those 
regions which reflected decreases in GFDC applications (RRO, SRO, SVRO: 
ranging from ī1 to ī20) also experienced decreases in DCC applications 
(ranging from 3 percent to 47 percent) over the three-year period ending in 
March 2017 (Fig. 4.2.b, Fig. 4.1). 

 
 

Figures 4.1 (previous page) and 4.2.b (below) display the license application counts (by 
modality), by major state region and DCCS region, respectively, underlying these trends. 
 

 
Figure 4.2. b.68  Number of Applications for Licensure Received, 
by Region and Modality, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

 

 
 

 
68 Total licensed programs excluding New York City DCC facilities. 
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2) Timeliness in Processing Applications 
 

¶ Statewide, 97 percent of registration applications were processed in accord with the six-
month standard in the year beginning April 2016, with a one percent increase in each of 
the years beginning April 2015 and 2016 compared to the prior year (Fig. 4.3).  This 
trend was driven by changes in the balance of the state (Fig. 4.4), although not all 
regions increased: 
 
 

ü New York City showed no change for the year beginning April 2016 (98 percent), 
after declining from 99 percent the prior year. 
 

ü The balance of the state, showed a two percent improvement, to 96 percent, for 
the last year of the period, continuing the prior yearôs improvement from 92 to 94 
percent. 
 

ü Outside of New York City, three regions showed marked timeliness declines or 
no change for the final year (LIRO: no change, 97 percent; RRO: ī1 percentage 
point, to 96 percent; SVRO: ī1 percentage point, 97 percent), with all other 
regionsô performance showing increases.69 

 
Figures 4.3 ï 4.4 (below) summarize the timeliness of applications processed, statewide 
and by major geographic area, reflected in these trends.  Figure 4.5 in Appendix A.7 (page 
59) provides the corresponding results discussed for DCCS regions. 
 

 
Figure 4.3.  Percent of Applications for Registration or Licensure Processed Timely, 

 for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201670 

 
 

 
69 Four regions outside New York City showed moderate improvement or no change in timeliness the final year (ARO: 
1 percentage point increase to 93 percent, BRO: 1 percentage point increase to 98 percent, LIRO: no change (97 
percent), SRO: 7 percentage point increase to 94 percent). 
70 Summarizing ñState Totalò timeliness in Tables 4.3.a ï b.  Counts are as defined in note 66, p. 26.  As shown in 
those tables, the statewide numbers of applications summarized for each year/bar displayed for registration are:  
1,886, 1,386 and 1,304, respectively, and for licensure, 1,780, 1,574 and 1,554, respectively. 
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Figure 4.4.  Percent of Applications for Registration or Licensure Processed Timely, 

by Major State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201671 
 

 

¶ Statewide, the proportion of license applications processed on time maintained the same 
efficiency at the end of the triennium as the previous year (Fig. 4.3).  Past differences 
between the two major parts of the state (Fig. 4.4) and among the regions outside New 
York City were not as noticeable as in previous years: 
 
 

ü New York City achieved virtually universal timeliness in application processing 
throughout the three years: 98 percent then a small increase to 99 percent, and 
finally falling again to 98 percent by the end of the triennium. 
 

ü The balance of the state improved timeliness over the three years (rising from 87 
percent to 97 percent and showing no change by the third year) ï accounting for 
the statewide gain from 94 percent to 98 percent given New York Cityôs 
persistently strong performance. 
 

ü Significantly, the marked improvement from 87 percent to 97 percent outside 
New York City for the year ending March 2016 coincided with DCCSôs effort to 
streamline the licensing process under Lean, in which average licensing times for 
the first modality targeted for improvement ï DCC ï fell dramatically from just 
under six months in 2014 to approximately 80 days by early 2015. The decline in 
license application processing time was maintained by the end of the triennium. 
 

ü Outside New York City, both the timing and geographic consistency of 
performance improvements suggested the Lean Initiative was still responsible, 
with all six regions showing simultaneous improvements or small changes in 
timeliness for the year ending March 2017. All six DCCS regions, substantially 
reduced differences in timeliness in processing of registration and licensure 
applications. 

 

 
71 See ibid. regarding definitions of counts.  The same note applies to all remaining Tables and Figures in this section, 
unless otherwise noted, they all provide registration results by modality of the ones indicated.  See Tables 4.3.a ï b 
(p. 30) for the numbers of applications per major state region summarized in each year/bar displayed in this Figure. 
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Table 4.3.a.  Number and Timeliness of Processing of Registration Applications 
(FDC/SACC/SDCC), by Major State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 

 2014 ï 2016 

Region 

Year 
Starting 
April 1,  

Number of Applications Percent of 
Applications 

Processed Timely Timely 
Not 

Timely Total 

New York 
City 

2014 976 10 986 99% 

2015 612 15 627 98% 

2016 530 11 541 98% 

Balance 
of State 

2014 824 76 900 92% 

2015 715 44 759 94% 

2016 729 34 763 96% 

State 
Total 

2014 1,800 86 1,886 95% 

2015 1,327 59 1,386 96% 

2016 1,259 45 1,304 97% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.3.b.  Number and Timeliness of Processing of Licensing Applications 
(DCC/GFDC), by Major State Region, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

Region 

Year 
Starting 
April 1,  

Number of Applications Percent of 
Applications 

Processed Timely Timely 
Not 

Timely Total 

New York 
City 

2014 1,014 18 1,032 98% 

2015 793 12 805 99% 

2016 787 16 803 98% 

Balance 
of State 

2014 651 97 748 87% 

2015 743 26 769 97% 

2016 729 22 751 97% 

State 
Total 

2014 1,665 115 1,780 94% 

2015 1,536 38 1,574 98% 

2016 1,516 38 1,554 98% 

 
 

¶ For the year preceding April 2015, timeliness in resolving applications also varied by 
modality, favoring SACC over FDC programs and DCC over GFDC programs (where 
data on both were available), but such differences diminished sharply for the year 
beginning April 2015 and presented little change by the third yearï whether due to 
reforms under Lean, or other factors: 
 

ü With respect to registration applications, New York City achieved better 
timeliness in handling FDC than SACC applications during the first year 
preceding March 2016 (2 percent better), but leveling at 98 percent by the third 
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year. In the balance of state, FDC programs presented better improvements 
throughout the three-year period (91 percent to 96 percent vs. 94 percent to 95 
percent in SACC). For the year beginning April 2016, New York City lagged on 
improvements in processing FDC applications on time (modest loss of 1 
percentage point), while SACC applications modestly improved (1 percent). 
 

ü In handling license applications, New York City showed virtually universal 
timeliness in processing GFDC applications (98 percent, raising to 99 percent the 
second year and back to 98 percent the third year), compared with rapidly 
improved performance both for GFDC programs (rising from 85 percent to 96 
percent to 97 percent) and DCC programs (rising from 92 percent to 98 percent 
to 97 percent) elsewhere in the state for the three-year period.  For the year 
beginning April 2016, the balance of state showed big improvements from the 
first year in processing GFDC and DCC applications on time (gains of 12 and 5 
percentage points, respectively), which appear to be further evidence of the 
benefits of the Lean Initiative for improving licensing times. 

 
Figures 4.6.a ï 4.6.b (below) summarize the timeliness of processing applications for 
registration and licensure, respectively, by modality and major state region, reflected in 
these trends. Tables 4.4.a ï 4.4.b (beginning on page 29), then detail the corresponding 
numbers of applications and performance data underlying the figures. 

 
 
 

Figure 4.6.a.  Percent of Applications for Registration Processed Timely, 
by Major Region and Modality of Care, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201672 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
72 Table 4.4.a shows the numbers of registration applications (by major state region and modality) involved for each 
year/bar displayed in Figure 4.6.a; for New York City:  566, 320, 263 (SACC), 420, 307, 278 (FDC); for balance of 
state:  163, 110, 131 (SACC), 737, 649, 632 (FDC). 



Administrative Actions (Applications and Inspections) 

 

 

New York State Office of Children and Family Services 32 

Figure 4.6.b.  Percent of Applications for Licensure Processed Timely, 
by Major Region and Modality of Care, for Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201673 

 

 

Table 4.4.a.  Number and Timeliness of Processing of Registration Applications  
(FDC/SACC), by Major State Region, Modality and Year, for Year Beginning: 

April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

Region 

Year 
Starting 
April 1, Modality 

Number of 
Applications 

Percent of 
Applications 
Processed 

Timely Total 
Not 

Timely 

New 
York 
City 

2014 
FDC 420 4 99% 

SACC 566 6 99% 

2015 
FDC 307 4 99% 

SACC 320 11 97% 

2016 
FDC 278 5 98% 

SACC 263 6 98% 

Balance of 
State 

2014 
FDC 737 67 91% 

SACC 163 9 94% 

2015 
FDC 649 39 94% 

SACC 110 5 95% 

2016 
FDC 632 28 96% 

SACC 131 6 95% 

State 
Total 

2014 
FDC 1,157 71 94% 

SACC 729 15 98% 

2015 
FDC 956 43 96% 

SACC 430 16 96% 

2016 
FDC 910 33 96% 

SACC 394 12 97% 

 
73 See note 6 (p. vii) on New York City DCC facilities' omission from this and other Figures and Tables throughout the 
report.  Table 4.4.b (p. 33) shows the numbers of license applications (by major state region and modality) involved 
for each year/bar displayed in Figure 4.6.b; for New York City:  1,032, 805, 803 (GFDC); for balance of state:  522, 
537, 529 (GFDC); 226, 232, 222 (DCC). 
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Table 4.4.b.  Number and Timeliness of Processing of Licensure Applications 
(DCC/GFDC), by Major State Region, Modality and Year, for Year Beginning: 

April 1, 2014 ï 201674 

Region 

Year 
Starting 
April 1, Modality 

Number of 
Applications 

Percent of 
Applications 
Processed 

Timely Total 
Not 

Timely 

New 
York 
City 

2013 
DCC n/a n/a n/a 

GFDC 1,032 18 98% 

2014 
DCC n/a n/a n/a 

GFDC 805 12 99% 

2015 
DCC n/a n/a n/a 

GFDC 803 16 98% 

Balance of 
State 

2013 
DCC 226 17 92% 

GFDC 522 80 85% 

2014 
DCC 232 5 98% 

GFDC 537 21 96% 

2015 
DCC 222 6 97% 

GFDC 529 16 97% 

State 
Total 

2013 
DCC 226 17 92% 

GFDC 1,554 98 94% 

2014 
DCC 232 5 98% 

GFDC 1,342 33 98% 

2015 
DCC 222 6 97% 

GFDC 1,332 32 98% 

 
 
 
c) ñ50 Percent Inspectionsò 
 
Section 390(4)(a) of Social Services Law, effective December 31, 2001, requires that DCCS or 
contracted registration service providers inspect annually at least 50 percent of all registered 
providers of a given modality per county, in order to ensure the providersô compliance with the 
regulatory and statutory requirements protecting the quality of care in New York.  Such ñ50 
percent inspectionsò need to be understood as distinct from others ï e.g., those required during 
the application process that is described above ï as they represent a critical additional tool in 
regulating and monitoring care.75  Each year, this requirement involves the identification of 
literally thousands of providers throughout the state who are scheduled for such inspections.  
Since ñ50 percent inspectionsò pertain, by definition, only to registered child care programs, this 
section does not include the content on licensed providers shown in other parts of the review. 

 
74 See ibid. (note on New York City DCC facilities). 
75 See Appendix A.3 (p. 44) for additional details defining these inspections (and other measurements used in the 
report). 
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¶ As in previous years, both major areas of the state exceeded the required number of ñ50 
percent inspectionsò for the year beginning April 2016 as well as for the two preceding 
years: 
 

ü New York City's ñ50 percent inspectionò goal was met and exceeded by between 
38 percent and 54 percent, for each of the three years. 
 

ü The balance of state exceeded its goal by between 5 percent and 15 percent, for 
each of the years. 

 
Table 4.5 (below) details the facility counts, inspection goals and inspections completed 
data, by major state region, underlying these trends for the three-year period.76 It should be 
noted that the 50 percent inspection facility count data in this yearôs report differs from the 
data presented in previous yearôs reports due to a correction of the data extraction logic 
within the report. The number of facilities in Table 4.5 is equal to the sum of ñfirst dayò FDC 
and SACC facilities in Table 2.1.   

 

 

Table 4.5.  "50% Inspections" (FDC/SACC), by Major State Region and Year, for Year 
Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 2016 

  

Year 
Starting 
April 1, 

  Number of Inspections Percent of: 

Region 
Number 
Facilities Goal Conducted 

With 
Violations 

Goal 
Achieved 

Inspections 
with 

Violations 

New 
York 
City 

2014 3,852 1,926 2,658 1,757 138% 66% 

2015 3,734 1,867 2,672 1,819 143% 68% 

2016 3,375 1,688 2,604 1,715 154% 66% 

Balance 
of 

State 

2014 4,636 2,318 2,576 923 111% 36% 

2015 4,284 2,142 2,259 834 105% 37% 

2016 4,055 2,028 2,322 887 115% 38% 

Total 

2014 8,488 4,244 5,234 2,680 123% 51% 

2015 8,018 4,009 4,931 2,653 123% 54% 

2016 7,430 3,715 4,926 2,602 133% 53% 

 
 

¶ The proportion of ñ50 percent inspectionsò in which violations of applicable regulations 
were identified, dropped slightly, statewide, for the year beginning April 2016 (from 54 
percent to 53 percent) ï  after rising the previous year, breaking a rising trend observed 
since before the year beginning April 2010:77 

 
76 Readers should note the distinction between Table 4.5ôs facility counts ï the base used to determine the number of 
ñ50 percent inspectionsò required ï and counts of total registered providers presented above (e.g., Table 2.1, p. 8).  
The former are point in time tallies reflecting populations as of the start of a period while the latter include similar 
time-limited tallies as well as much larger ñever-registeredò counts (See note 26, p. 6).  Appendix A.3 (p. 44) clarifies 
the distinctions between the two measures presented. 
77 Table 4.5, above, details the numbers underlying these results for the year ending March 2017.  See Table 4.4 in 
Report to the Governor and Legislature on Family Day Care and School Age Child Care Registration:  April 1, 2003 ï 
March 31, 2006 (DCCS, 2010), and Table 4.4 in Report to the Governor and Legislature  on Family Day Care and 
School Age Child Care Registration:  April 1, 2006 ï March 31, 2009 (DCCS, 2010), respectively, for corresponding 
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ü The balance of state inversely contributed to the overall trend for the latest year 
(overall increase from 36 percent to 38 percent), making New York City the main 
driver for the third yearôs modest decline. 
 

ü The balance of stateôs latest-year increase (from 37 percent to 38 percent) was 
affected primarily again by the rise in violations identified at inspections of SACC 
programs (from 38 percent to 42 percent). FDC programs presented a modest 
increase of such inspections (from 36 percent to 37 percent). 

ü New York Cityôs FDC programs declined through the three-year period (overall 
decrease from 61 percent to 56 percent) while SACC programs increased 
through the same period (overall increase from 74 percent to 78 percent).  
 

 
Figure 4.7 (below) displays the proportions of inspections involving regulatory violations, by 
major state region, as referenced, for the three-year period.78  Figure 4.8 in Appendix A.8 
(page 64) shows the additional results by major region and modality, discussed. 
 

 
 

Figure 4.7.  Percent of ñ50 Percent Inspectionsò (FDC/SACC) Involving Regulatory 
Violations, For State and Major Regions, For Year Beginning: April 1, 2014 ï 201679 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2003 ï 2006 and 2006 ï 2009 source data showing persistent decreases in regulatory violations which were 
observed in connection with ñ50 percent inspectionsò for many years, prior to the recent upswing now halted. 
78 See Appendix A.8 (Table 4.8, p. 63, summarized in Figure 4.8, p. 64), for additional ñ50 percent inspectionò results 
by major state region, modality and year. 
79 Table 4.5, above, shows the numbers of "50 percent inspections" summarized for each year/bar displayed in 
Figure 4.7; for New York State:  5234, 4931, 4926; for Balance of State:  2576, 2259, 2322; for NYC:  2658, 2672, 
2604. 
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d) Using the Reports, Revisited 
 
In an effort to make New Yorkôs child care licensing process more efficient, three years ago, in 
March of 2014, OCFS began working with the New York State Director of Lean80 to identify 
improvements that could help streamline and abbreviate the process of applying for licenses to 
do business in our state.  By early 2015, near the end of the period examined in the last review, 
one striking indicator of progress toward that end had emerged on DCCSôs internal tracking 
reports:  average licensing times achieved for day care center (DCC) providers decreased 
dramatically, from just under the six-month standard evaluated in this report series, to 
approximately 80 days.  This report is the second in the series to begin to document these 
improvements ï for example, the marked reductions in application processing times seen for 
licensed providers outside of New York City, in this section.  Intriguingly, future reports in the 
series promise to allow readers to track the continued progress of this initiative, as further 
changes in performance on application processing relative to that seen in prior reports emerge 
for different groups of providers (e.g., registered and licensed providers). 
 
Each report in this series has documented important performance benchmarks highlighting the 
volume and timeliness of key regulatory activities, as well as how that performance has 
changed over time.  By consolidating information for all modalities of care and all regions of the 
state, the series documents a record of pronounced improvements in regulatory practice. 

 
80 In New York, one part of the Governorôs initiatives to improve efficiency has been to make use of principles from 
Lean ï a popular business methodology for analyzing, enhancing value, and minimizing waste within organizations 
and processes. 
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OCFS Division of Child Care Services Regions and Constituent Counties82 
 

DCCS Regions / Counties 
Albany Region Rochester 

Region Albany Chemung 

Clinton Livingston 
Columbia Monroe 

Delaware Ontario 
Essex Schuyler 

Franklin Seneca 
Fulton Steuben 

Greene Wayne 
Hamilton Yates 

Montgomery Spring Valley 
Region Otsego 

Rensselaer Dutchess 
Saratoga Orange 

Schenectady Putnam 
Schoharie Rockland 

Warren Sullivan 
Washington Ulster 
Buffalo Region Westchester 
Allegany Syracuse Region 

Cattaraugus Broome 
Chautauqua Cayuga 

Erie Chenango 
Genesee Cortland 

Niagara Herkimer 
Orleans Jefferson 

Wyoming Lewis 
Long Island Region Madison 

Nassau Oneida 
Suffolk Onondaga 
New York City 
Region 

Oswego 
Bronx St. Lawrence 

Kings Tioga 
New York Tompkins 

Queens 
 

Richmond  

 
82 Throughout this report, DCCS Regions, which are named for the location of the DCCS regional offices, are often referred to by abbreviation - ARO (Albany Regional 
Office), BRO (Buffalo é), LIRO (Long Island é), NYCRO (New York City é), RRO (Rochester é), SVRO (Spring Valley é) and SRO (Syracuse é). 






















































